


without prejudice, plaintifTs Title VII claim because he failed to exhaust h 

court with the right-to-sue letter from EEOC showing he had dome 

retaliation by pepco in his DCOHR charge and therefore the court s 
for relief ftom judgment. 



by plaintiff and not by defendant. The ad 



il shows the initial judgment to have been manifestly unjust, reconsideration unde 
60(b) is proper even though the original failure to present that information was 

Good Luck Nursing Home, Inc. V. Harris, 636 F.2d 572. See also Twelve John Does V. I 
Of Columbia, U7F,3d571 (D.C. Cir. \991) ?aid Computer Professional V. U.S. Secret i 

has exhausted his administrative remedies and is allowed to pursue his Title VII claim in 
court. Although plaintiff forgot to provide his attorney with the letter when the complaini 






cially motivated. Charge Of] 



jialiaUon by pepco because he filed his charge with DCOHR. 

In a case similar to the present one Dr. Gregory filed a charge with EEOC and omitted 
ompleting the box marked "retaliation". Nevertheless the court allowed the jury to consider 

ox indicating retaliation did not prevent the court from considering the charge. Likewise this 
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